This paper describes the application of analytic hierarchy process to evaluate a new methodology for simulation against conventional approaches.
INTRODUCTION
This paper describes the application of the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) to evaluate various aspects of the framework and the object-oriented methodology developed by Mize (1996% 1996b) against conventional simulation approaches. In simple terms, AI-W is a multi-objective, multi-criteria decision methodology that utilizes structured pah wise comparisons among similar aspects of alternatives to reach a scale of preference. It is especially powerful when the problem has many aspects that are hard to quantify.
Iu literature, most of the studies focused on comparing simulation environments or languages are based on tangible and measurable criteria such as execution speed, graphics capability, model size and complexity (Wallace, 1987) . Although there were some approaches that tried to evaluate simulation systems through qualitative considerations, they were based on a set of disjoint, usually conflicting criteria. Several aspects of a simulation study such as ease of modeling and model effectiveness are difficult to measure. A eomptision of environments based ou a single or few number of aspects may lead to a narrow perspective conclusions.
The objective of this work is to uni~tangible and intangible aspects of a simulation study through AHP to form a common platform for comparing traditional simulation approaches and the deveIoped methodology.
ANALYTIC HIERARCHY PROCESS
The AHP process consists of a systematic approach based on breaking the decision problem into a hierarchy of interrelated elements. Applications of the methodology includes several diverse areas from economics to health care planning and energy policy (Wallace, 1987) . A more comprehensive application of AHP for simulation environment evaluation purposes can also be seen from Beaumariage's (1990) University.
Once the levels, the major aspects, and the criteria were finalized in terms of a set of nodes, the definition of linkages between the nodes is accomplished through an iterative process. Next, the resulting preference matrices were formed and weighted by the group, again in an iterative manner.
The following section gives a summary of the resulting levels, major aspects, criteria and assessed weight matrices. The numbers before each aspect/criteria designate the node number. This node links to 1.1.
-Model's degree of correspondence
to the real system : This aspect is very important for the modeI's acceptance as a valid tool for gaining insight about the real system. Depending on the desired level of detail in the system to be represented, this aspect evaluates how accurately the real system can be expressed in the model. Similar to the other nodes of this level, this node also links to 1. I to allow the relations defined at lower levels to factor into the final result. The next step in the AHP procedure was the calculation of the relative weights of the decision elements. A set of spreadsheets are developed and are used to calculate the weights for each of the above matrices along with matrix consistencies. Then, after checking on the consistencies, and reassessing the assigned matrix values in an iterative manner, these relative weights are aggregated through a series of matrix calculations to yield a solution to the problem. Table 13 shows the resulting final weights. 
